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child tax credit from a single working
woman with a 14-year-old and 16-year-
old, and instead of giving that single
working woman a $1,000 tax credit for
her 14-year-old and 16-year-old, they
want to say no, she does not get any of
it, and give it to somebody who is not
working and who is not paying taxes.

There is no discussion here about the
poor not getting anything. What we are
discussing here is taking the money
from middle class working people and
giving it to those who are not paying
taxes. This is a tax credit. Tax credit
goes to those who pay taxes.

We are not debating taking away
public assistance benefits which are se-
cure, which will continue to go to the
poor.
f
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MIDDLE-INCOME AMERICANS
SHOULD GET TAX CUTS

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, in
1993, when President Clinton took over,
the deficit was over $250 billion. In 1993,
with the President and all the Demo-
crats in the Congress, not one single
Republican voted on a deficit reduction
plan. Today that deficit is $45 billion.
The deficit is indeed coming down.

This Congress voted for an $85 billion
tax cut. That tax cut goes only to peo-
ple who are working and who pay
taxes. That is the Democratic plan.
The question is, who will get those tax
cuts? We believe that middle-income
Americans ought to get those tax cuts;
that they ought to receive deductions
for education for their children, that
they ought to receive child tax credits.
The Democratic plan says that.

Do not be confused. The facts are
simple. Who should get the tax cuts?
Democrats and the President believe
those tax cuts ought to go to middle-
income people for deductions for their
children’s education and for child tax
credits. Check the facts. Members
should know what they have before
them. We believe that $5 billion ought
to go to hard-working Americans and
yes, people must work to get the tax
credit.
f

REPUBLICANS ARE COMMITTED
TO TAX CUTS

(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
while liberal Democrats are busier
than a White House shredder coming
up with excuses why they are against
tax cuts, Republicans in Congress re-
main committed to passing the first
tax cuts in 16 years. Let us recall that
Congress would not even be talking
about tax cuts were it not for the Re-
publicans in control. After all, prior to

1994 the Democrats were in power for
decades. They had their chance to give
average families tax relief. They chose
instead to pass President Clinton’s tax
increase, the largest tax increase in
U.S. history. Now I hear the other side
making claims that they really are for
tax relief, only they are not for the Re-
publican tax package.

With all due respect, those claims are
about as credible as the White House
claims that no one can remember who
hired Craig Livingstone. No, the sad
truth is that Democrats have not stood
for tax relief since President John F.
Kennedy. The proof is in the pudding.
f

REPUBLICAN PLAN BENEFITS THE
WEALTHY

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, according to all of the news
services, the public understands very
well what is going on. Sixty-one per-
cent of the American people now un-
derstand that the Republican tax bill
gives most of the benefits to wealthy
corporations and to wealthy individ-
uals.

What is the Republicans’ response to
this fact? The response is to go out and
hire a new public relations firm to try
to tell a new story about their tax bill.
It is not to change their tax bill, to
take care of working families, it is not
to change their tax bill to take care of
the children of working families, but it
is to change the public relations firm.

What the Republicans ought to do is
start sharing some of the benefits of
that tax bill with people who wake up
every morning and go to work and
work hard but do not make a lot of
money. They, too, would like to take
care of their children. They, too, would
like to be able to educate their chil-
dren. But the Republicans do not do
that. They decide in fact that corpora-
tions should no longer have to pay the
alternative minimum tax. They decide
in fact that people who clip coupons
should pay 15 percent of taxes while
people who go to work should pay 28
percent on their taxes.
f

DEMOCRATIC TAX PLAN IS
WELFARE

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, well, the
liberals in this place have finally done
it. After 40 years of building the wel-
fare state, the liberals have finally
come up with the ultimate welfare pol-
icy. They have discovered a way to try
to turn a tax cut into a welfare pro-
gram. Under the Republican plan, 75
percent of the tax cuts go to people
who make less than $75,000. Liberals
want to give welfare to people who are
not paying any taxes at all and then

call it a tax cut. Welcome to liberalism
in the 1990’s.

Taking money from the taxpayers
and giving it to people who do not pay
any taxes at all is not a tax cut at all.
That is welfare. Let us call it what it
really is. In fact, it is so ridiculous
that I dare anyone on the other side to
try to come and explain it to my con-
stituents with a straight face. Good
luck.
f

TAX CUTS
(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, while the
gentleman is here who just spoke, the
President’s proposal would give a child
credit only to those who work and pay
Federal taxes, income or withholding,
Social Security, period. So do not come
here and distort the truth.

Second, in 1993 I voted for that pack-
age. I am proud of it. We have now a
deficit that may be disappearing. Why?
Because we Democrats had the guts in
1993 to stand up.

Third, this 75 percent figure going to
those who earn under $71,000, it is a 5-
year analysis at best. Give us a 10-year
analysis. They do not give it to us be-
cause it will show that most of the tax
cut would go to very wealthy families,
and I would say here to Mr. Kies of the
Joint Committee on Taxation, today
come up with a 10-year analysis. He
does not because he hides the fact who
will benefit, and that it would explode
the deficit after 5 years.
f

STRENGTHENING FEDERAL LAWS
AGAINST CRIMINALS WHO COM-
MIT CRIMES AGAINST CHILDREN
(Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey asked

and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, today I am introducing the
Joan’s Law Act of 1997. This legislation
will reflect the recently enacted New
Jersey Joan’s Law.

I introduced this bill on behalf of the
family and friends of Joan
D’Alesandro, a 7-year-old Hillsdale, NJ,
girl who was raped and murdered in
1973. Joan’s murderer, who lived across
the street and participated in the fami-
ly’s search for their daughter, was sen-
tenced to 20 years in prison. Now eligi-
ble for parole, he has twice sought re-
lease since his incarceration.

Mr. Speaker, my bill states that any
person who is convicted of a Federal of-
fense defined as a serious violent fel-
ony should be sentenced either to
death or imprisonment for life when
the victim of the crime is 14 years of
age or younger and dies as a result of
the offense. This bill sends the strong-
est possible message to anyone who
would take the life of a child: If you do
so, you will either forfeit your own life
or live out all your remaining days in
a Federal prison.
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